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Morrissey by April 26 at the address
indicated in the notice.

Organizations or individuals may also
submit statements for the record
without testifying. Twenty (20) copies of
such statements should be sent to the
Acting Executive Secretary of the
Advisory Council at the above address.
Papers will be accepted and included in
the record of the meeting if received on
or before April 26, 1996.

Signed at Washington, DC this 18th day of
April, 1996.

Olena Berg,

Assistant Secretary, Pension and Welfare
Benefits Administration.

[FR Doc. 96-10069 Filed 4-23-96; 8:45 am]
BILLING CODE 4510-29-M

Pension and Welfare Benefits
Administration

Working Group on Small and Medium-
Sized Employer-Sponsored Plans;
Advisory Council on Employee Welfare
and Pension Benefits Plans; Notice of
Meeting

Pursuant to the authority contained in
Section 512 of the Employee Retirement
Income Security Act of 1974 (ERISA), 29
U.S.C. 1142, a public meeting of the
Working Group on Small and Medium-
Sized Plans of the Advisory Council on
Employee Welfare and Pension Benefit
Plans will be held on May 7, 1996, in
Room N-3437 B&C, U.S. Department of
Labor Building, Third and Constitution
Avenue, NW., Washington, DC 20210.

The purpose of the meeting, which
will run from 9:30 a.m. to noon, is to
work to formulate guidance for small
and medium-sized plans in selecting
plan service providers.

Members of the public are encouraged
to file a written statement pertaining to
any topic concerning ERISA by
submitting 20 copies on or before April
26, 1996 to Sharon Morrissey, Acting
Executive Secretary, ERISA Advisory
Council, U.S. Department of Labor,
Suite N-5677, 200 Constitution Avenue,
NW., Washington, DC 20210.
Individuals or representatives of
organizations wishing to address the
Working Group on Small and Medium-
Sized Plans of the Advisory Council
should forward their request to the
Acting Executive Secretary or telephone
(202) 218-8753. Oral presentations will
be limited to ten minutes, but an
extended statement may be submitted
for the record. Individuals with
disabilities, who need special
accommodations, should contract
Sharon Morrissey by April 26 at the
address indicated in this notice.

Organizations or individuals may also
submit statements for the record
without testifying. Twenty (20) copies of
such statements should be sent to the
Acting Executive Secretary of the
Advisory Council at the above address.
Papers will be accepted and included in
the record of the meeting if received on
or before April 26, 1996.

Signed at Washington, DC, this 18th day of
April 1996.

Olena Berg,

Assistant Secretary, Pension and Welfare
Benefits Administration.

[FR Doc. 96-10070 Filed 4-23-96; 8:45 am]
BILLING CODE 4510-29-M

NATIONAL INSTITUTE FOR LITERACY

Agency Information Collection
Activities

ACTION: Notice.

SUMMARY: In compliance with the
Paperwork Reduction Act (44 U.S.C.
3501 et Seq.), this notice announces an
Information Collection Request (ICR) by
the NIFL. The ICR describes the nature
of the information collection and its
expected cost and burden.

DATES: Comments must be submitted on
or before June 21, 1996.

FOR FURTHER INFORMATION CONTACT:
Sondra Stein at (202) 632-1508 or e-
mail: sstein@nifl.gov.

SUPPLEMENTARY INFORMATION:

Title: Application for State-Capacity
Building Awards to state officials to
develop and implement interagency
Performance Measurement and
Reporting Systems that foster
continuous improvement in adult
literacy and basic skills programs.

Abstract: The National Literacy Act of
1991 established the National Institute
for Literacy and required that the
Institute conduct basic and applied
research and demonstrations on literacy,
collect and disseminate information to
Federal, State and local entities with
respect to literacy; and improve and
expand the system for delivery of
literacy services. This form will be used
by State officials, including Governors,
State Education Agencies, State
Workforce Development Councils, and
State Literacy Resource Centers to apply
for funding to develop and implement
Interagency Performance Measurement
and Reporting Systems. Evaluations to
determine successful applicants will be
made by a panel of literacy experts
using the publishing criteria. The
Institute will use this information to
make a maximum of six cooperative

agreement awards for a period of up to
2 years.

Burden Statement: The burden for
this collection of information is
estimated at 55 hours per response. This
estimate includes the time needed to
review instructions, complete the form,
and review the collection of
information.

Respondents: Governors, State
Education Agencies, State Workforce
Development Councils, and State
Literacy Resource Centers.

Estimated Number of Respondents:
20.

Estimated Number of Responses Per
Respondent: 1.

Estimated Total Annual Burden on
Respondents: 1100 hours.

Frequency of Collection: One time.
Send comments regarding the burden
estimate or any other aspect of the
information collection, including
suggestions for reducing the burden to:
Sondra Stein, National Institute for
Literacy, 800 Connecticut Ave., NW.,
Suite 200, Washington, DC 20006.
Andrew J. Hartman,

Director, National Institute for Literacy.
[FR Doc. 96-10146 Filed 4-23-96; 8:45 am]
BILLING CODE 6055-01-M

NUCLEAR REGULATORY
COMMISSION

Biweekly Notice Applications and
Amendments to Facility Operating
Licenses Involving No Significant
Hazards Considerations

l. Background

Pursuant to Public Law 97-415, the
U.S. Nuclear Regulatory Commission
(the Commission or NRC staff) is
publishing this regular biweekly notice.
Public Law 97-415 revised section 189
of the Atomic Energy Act of 1954, as
amended (the Act), to require the
Commission to publish notice of any
amendments issued, or proposed to be
issued, under a new provision of section
189 of the Act. This provision grants the
Commission the authority to issue and
make immediately effective any
amendment to an operating license
upon a determination by the
Commission that such amendment
involves no significant hazards
consideration, notwithstanding the
pendency before the Commission of a
request for a hearing from any person.

This biweekly notice includes all
notices of amendments issued, or
proposed to be issued from March 30,
1996, through April 12, 1996. The last
biweekly notice was published on April
10, 1996 (61 FR 15985).
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Notice of Consideration of Issuance of
Amendments to Facility Operating
Licenses, Proposed No Significant
Hazards Consideration Determination,
and Opportunity for a Hearing

The Commission has made a
proposed determination that the
following amendment requests involve
no significant hazards consideration.
Under the Commission’s regulations in
10 CFR 50.92, this means that operation
of the facility in accordance with the
proposed amendment would not (1)
Involve a significant increase in the
probability or consequences of an
accident previously evaluated; or (2)
create the possibility of a new or
different kind of accident from any
accident previously evaluated; or (3)
involve a significant reduction in a
margin of safety. The basis for this
proposed determination for each
amendment request is shown below.

The Commission is seeking public
comments on this proposed
determination. Any comments received
within 30 days after the date of
publication of this notice will be
considered in making any final
determination.

Normally, the Commission will not
issue the amendment until the
expiration of the 30-day notice period.
However, should circumstances change
during the notice period such that
failure to act in a timely way would
result, for example, in derating or
shutdown of the facility, the
Commission may issue the license
amendment before the expiration of the
30-day notice period, provided that its
final determination is that the
amendment involves no significant
hazards consideration. The final
determination will consider all public
and State comments received before
action is taken. Should the Commission
take this action, it will publish in the
Federal Register a notice of issuance
and provide for opportunity for a
hearing after issuance. The Commission
expects that the need to take this action
will occur very infrequently.

Written comments may be submitted
by mail to the Rules Review and
Directives Branch, Division of Freedom
of Information and Publications
Services, Office of Administration, U.S.
Nuclear Regulatory Commission,
Washington, DC 20555, and should cite
the publication date and page number of
this Federal Register notice. Written
comments may also be delivered to
Room 6D22, Two White Flint North,
11545 Rockville Pike, Rockville,
Maryland from 7:30 a.m. to 4:15 p.m.
Federal workdays. Copies of written
comments received may be examined at

the NRC Public Document Room, the
Gelman Building, 2120 L Street NW.,
Washington, DC. The filing of requests
for a hearing and petitions for leave to
intervene is discussed below.

By May 24, 1996, the licensee may file
a request for a hearing with respect to
issuance of the amendment to the
subject facility operating license and
any person whose interest may be
affected by this proceeding and who
wishes to participate as a party in the
proceeding must file a written request
for a hearing and a petition for leave to
intervene. Requests for a hearing and a
petition for leave to intervene shall be
filed in accordance with the
Commission’s ““Rules of Practice for
Domestic Licensing Proceedings’ in 10
CFR Part 2. Interested persons should
consult a current copy of 10 CFR 2.714
which is available at the Commission’s
Public Document Room, the Gelman
Building, 2120 L Street NW.,
Washington, DC and at the local public
document room for the particular
facility involved. If a request for a
hearing or petition for leave to intervene
is filed by the above date, the
Commission or an Atomic Safety and
Licensing Board, designated by the
Commission or by the Chairman of the
Atomic Safety and Licensing Board
Panel, will rule on the request and/or
petition; and the Secretary or the
designated Atomic Safety and Licensing
Board will issue a notice of a hearing or
an appropriate order.

As required by 10 CFR 2.714, a
petition for leave to intervene shall set
forth with particularity the interest of
the petitioner in the proceeding, and
how that interest may be affected by the
results of the proceeding. The petition
should specifically explain the reasons
why intervention should be permitted
with particular reference to the
following factors: (1) The nature of the
petitioner’s right under the Act to be
made a party to the proceeding; (2) the
nature and extent of the petitioner’s
property, financial, or other interest in
the proceeding; and (3) the possible
effect of any order which may be
entered in the proceeding on the
petitioner’s interest. The petition should
also identify the specific aspect(s) of the
subject matter of the proceeding as to
which petitioner wishes to intervene.
Any person who has filed a petition for
leave to intervene or who has been
admitted as a party may amend the
petition without requesting leave of the
Board up to 15 days prior to the first
prehearing conference scheduled in the
proceeding, but such an amended
petition must satisfy the specificity
requirements described above.

Not later than 15 days prior to the first
prehearing conference scheduled in the
proceeding, a petitioner shall file a
supplement to the petition to intervene
which must include a list of the
contentions which are sought to be
litigated in the matter. Each contention
must consist of a specific statement of
the issue of law or fact to be raised or
controverted. In addition, the petitioner
shall provide a brief explanation of the
bases of the contention and a concise
statement of the alleged facts or expert
opinion which support the contention
and on which the petitioner intends to
rely in proving the contention at the
hearing. The petitioner must also
provide references to those specific
sources and documents of which the
petitioner is aware and on which the
petitioner intends to rely to establish
those facts or expert opinion. Petitioner
must provide sufficient information to
show that a genuine dispute exists with
the applicant on a material issue of law
or fact. Contentions shall be limited to
matters within the scope of the
amendment under consideration. The
contention must be one which, if
proven, would entitle the petitioner to
relief. A petitioner who fails to file such
a supplement which satisfies these
requirements with respect to at least one
contention will not be permitted to
participate as a party.

Those permitted to intervene become
parties to the proceeding, subject to any
limitations in the order granting leave to
intervene, and have the opportunity to
participate fully in the conduct of the
hearing, including the opportunity to
present evidence and cross-examine
witnesses.

If a hearing is requested, the
Commission will make a final
determination on the issue of no
significant hazards consideration. The
final determination will serve to decide
when the hearing is held.

If the final determination is that the
amendment request involves no
significant hazards consideration, the
Commission may issue the amendment
and make it immediately effective,
notwithstanding the request for a
hearing. Any hearing held would take
place after issuance of the amendment.

If the final determination is that the
amendment request involves a
significant hazards consideration, any
hearing held would take place before
the issuance of any amendment.

A request for a hearing or a petition
for leave to intervene must be filed with
the Secretary of the Commission, U.S.
Nuclear Regulatory Commission,
Washington, DC 20555, Attention:
Docketing and Services Branch, or may
be delivered to the Commission’s Public
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Document Room, the Gelman Building,
2120 L Street NW., Washington DC, by
the above date. Where petitions are filed
during the last 10 days of the notice
period, it is requested that the petitioner
promptly so inform the Commission by
a toll-free telephone call to Western
Union at 1—(800) 248-5100 (in Missouri
1-(800) 342—6700). The Western Union
operator should be given Datagram
Identification Number N1023 and the
following message addressed to (Project
Director): petitioner’s name and
telephone number, date petition was
mailed, plant name, and publication
date and page number of this Federal
Register notice. A copy of the petition
should also be sent to the Office of the
General Counsel, U.S. Nuclear
Regulatory Commission, Washington,
DC 20555, and to the attorney for the
licensee.

Nontimely filings of petitions for
leave to intervene, amended petitions,
supplemental petitions and/or requests
for a hearing will not be entertained
absent a determination by the
Commission, the presiding officer or the
Atomic Safety and Licensing Board that
the petition and/or request should be
granted based upon a balancing of
factors specified in 10 CFR 2.714(a)(1)
(i)—(v) and 2.714(d).

For further details with respect to this
action, see the application for
amendment which is available for
public inspection at the Commission’s
Public Document Room, the Gelman
Building, 2120 L Street NW.,
Washington, DC, and at the local public
document room for the particular
facility involved.

Carolina Power & Light Company, et al.,
Docket No. 50-400, Shearon Harris
Nuclear Power Plant, Unit 1, Wake and
Chatham Counties, North Carolina

Date of amendment request: March
20, 1996.

Description of amendment request:
The licensee proposes to relocate
Technical Specification (TS) 3.3.3.2,
Movable Incore Detectors, to the Harris
Nuclear Plant Core Operating Limits
Report (COLR). Future changes to the
relocated provisions will be evaluated
in accordance with 10 CFR 50.59.

Basis for proposed no significant
hazards consideration determination:
As required by 10 CFR 50.91(a), the
licensee has provided its analysis of the
issue of no significant hazards
consideration, which is presented
below:

1. The proposed amendment does not
involve a significant increase in the
probability or consequences of an
accident previously evaluated.

The proposed change will simplify
the Technical Specifications, while
implementing the recommendations of
the Commission’s Final Policy
Statement on TS Improvements. The
changes are administrative in nature
and do not involve any modifications to
plant equipment or affect plant
operation. Since the TS provisions are
being relocated to a licensee-controlled
document, any future changes will be
controlled under 10 CFR 50.59.
Therefore, there would be no increase in
the probability or consequences of an
accident previously evaluated.

2. The proposed amendment does not
create the possibility of a new or
different kind of accident from any
accident previously evaluated.

The proposed change is a relocation
of existing Technical Specification
provisions. It does not involve any
physical alterations to plant equipment
or alter the method by which any safety-
related system performs its function.
Therefore, the proposed changes do not
create the possibility of a new or
different kind of accident from any
accident previously evaluated.

3. The proposed amendment does not
involve a significant reduction in the
margin of safety.

The proposed change does not affect
any Final Safety Analysis Report (FSAR)
Chapter 15 accident analyses or have
any impact on margin as defined in the
Bases to the Technical Specifications.
Therefore, the proposed changes do not
involve a significant reduction in a
margin of safety.

The NRC staff has reviewed the
licensee’s analysis and, based on this
review, it appears that the three
standards of 10 CFR 50.92(c) are
satisfied. Therefore, the NRC staff
proposes to determine that the
amendment request involves no
significant hazards consideration.

Local Public Document Room
location: Cameron Village Regional
Library, 1930 Clark Avenue, Raleigh,
North Carolina 27605

Attorney for licensee: W. D. Johnson,
Vice President & Senior Counsel,
Carolina Power & Light Company, Post
Office Box 1551, Raleigh, North
Carolina 27602

NRC Project Director: Eugene V.
Imbro

Connecticut Yankee Atomic Power
Company, Docket No. 50-213, Haddam
Neck Plant, Middlesex County;
Northeast Nuclear Energy Company, et
al., Docket Nos. 50-245, 50-336, 50—
423, Millstone Nuclear Power Station,
Units 1, 2, and 3, New London County,
Connecticut; and North Atlantic Energy
Service Company, Docket No. 50-443,
Seabrook Station, Unit No. 1,
Rockingham County, New Hampshire

Date of amendment request: February
1, 1996

Description of amendment request:
The amendment request would revise
Section 6 “Administrative Controls,” of
the Haddam Neck Plant, Millstone Unit
Nos. 1, 2, and 3, and Seabrook Station,
Unit 1 Technical Specifications to
reflect several changes in organizational
titles. The proposed changes are
administrative title and editorial
changes only.

Basis for proposed no significant
hazards consideration determination:
As required by 10 CFR 50.91(a), the
licensee has provided its analysis of the
issue of no significant hazards
consideration (SHC), which is presented
below:

* * * The proposed changes do not
involve an SHC because the change
would not:

1. Involve a significant increase in the
probability or consequences of an
accident previously evaluated.

No design basis accidents are affected
by these proposed changes. The
proposed changes are administrative
and editorial in nature and are being
proposed to reflect the recently
announced organizational changes
which will become effective on
February 1, 1996. These changes
include: insertion of the function Chief
Nuclear Officer, in lieu of Executive
Vice President—Nuclear; and
establishment of a single point of
operational direction for all five units in
the position of the Vice President—
Nuclear Operations. This individual is
in lieu of the positions of Vice
President—Haddam Neck, Senior Vice
President—Millstone Station, and
Executive Director—Nuclear
Production. These latter positions have
been eliminated; other changes are: the
appointment of the Haddam Neck Plant
Nuclear Unit Director as chairman of the
Haddam Neck PORC [Plant Operations
Review Committee]; promotion of the
Shift Supervisor/Shift Superintendent
to the position of Shift Manager;
revising the titles of “additional
operator’” and “‘auxiliary operator” to
“nuclear systems operator’’; modifying
the phrase “crewman’ to a gender
neutral term ‘“‘crewperson’’;
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reassignment of the delivery of ISEG
[Independent Safety Engineering Group]
reports to the Senior Vice President—
Nuclear Safety and Oversight; and a
change to the title of the Seabrook
Station Manager to Station Director. No
safety systems are adversely affected by
the proposed changes, and no failure
modes are associated with the changes.
Therefore, there is no impact on the
probability of occurrence or the
consequences of any accidents
previously evaluated.

2. Create the possibility of a new or
different kind of accident from any
accident previously evaluated.

Because there are no changes in the
way the plants are operated due to this
administrative change, the potential for
an unanalyzed accident is not created.
There is no impact on plant response,
and no new failure modes are
introduced. These proposed
administrative and editorial changes
have no impact on safety limits or
design basis accidents, and they have no
potential to create a new or unanalyzed
event.

3. Involve a significant reduction in a
margin of safety.

The changes do not directly affect any
protective boundaries nor do they
impact the safety limits for the
protective boundaries. These proposed
changes are administrative and editorial
in nature. Therefore, there can be no
reduction in the margin of safety.

The NRC staff has reviewed the
licensee’s analysis and, based on this
review, it appears that the three
standards of 10 CFR 50.92(c) are
satisfied. Therefore, the NRC staff
proposes to determine that the
amendment request involves no
significant hazards consideration.

Local Public Document Room
locations: For the Haddam Neck Plant,
Russell Library, 123 Broad Street,
Middletown, CT 06457, for Millstone
Nuclear Power Station, Unit Nos. 1, 2,
and 3, Learning Resources Center, Three
Rivers Community-Technical College,
574 New London Turnpike, Norwich,
CT 06360; for Seabrook Station, Unit
No. 1, Exeter Public Library, Founders
Park, Exeter, NH 03833.

Attorney for Licensees: Lillian M.
Cuoco, Esq., Senior Nuclear Counsel,
Northeast Utilities Service Company,
P.O. Box 270, Hartford, CT 06141-0270.

NRC Project Director: Phillip F.
McKee

Duke Power Company, et al., Docket
No. 50-413, Catawba Nuclear Station,
Unit 1, York County, South Carolina

Date of amendment request: January
26, 1996.

Description of amendment request:
The amendment would allow a one-time

change to the Technical Specifications
(TS) to allow operation of the
containment purge ventilation system
during Modes 3 and 4 during startup
following the forthcoming Unit 1 steam
generator replacement outage. This
would alleviate respiratory hazards to
personnel who would enter the
containment to perform surveillances
during Modes 4 and 3 of startup
operations. Those hazards are expected
to result from the thermal
decomposition product gases evolving
from the heatup of newly installed
thermal insulation. Operation of the
containment purge system to exhaust
these gases would ensure that the air
quality meets applicable standards for
personnel safety.

Basis for proposed no significant
hazards consideration determination:
As required by 10 CFR 50.91(a), the
licensee has provided its analysis of the
issue of no significant hazards
consideration, which is presented
below:

(1) The activity does not involve a
significant increase in the probability or
consequences of an accident previously
evaluated.

The VP [Containment Purge] System
has no interfaces with any primary
system, secondary system, or power
transmission system. It has no interfaces
with any reservoir of radioactive gases
or liquids. None of the systems listed
above are modified by the activity. In
summary, no ‘“‘accident initiator” is
affected with the proposed operation of
the VP System in Mode[s] 3 and 4. For
this reason, the activity does not involve
an increase in the probability of an
accident previously evaluated.

Analyses have been performed to
determine upper bounds to the source
term, the offsite doses, and the Control
Room dose. The results of that analyses
are reported above. Both the source term
and the doses were found to be
significantly lower than the results of
the corresponding design basis analyses.
No credit was taken for operation of the
annulus ventilation system (VE) in the
dose analysis. In addition, it has been
determined that with no credit taken for
any heat transfer from the fuel and
cladding to the moderator channels, that
sufficient time would exist for the
operators to initiate recovery of flow
from the ECCS [Emergency Core Cooling
System] to the reactor core. The flow
required from the ECCS to maintain the
core in a coolable geometry was found
to be well within the capacity of any
one ECCS pump. Furthermore, it was
determined that convective heat transfer
to steam would be sufficient to prevent
release of significant source term or a
significant degree of fuel damage.

For the above reasons, it is
determined that operation of the VP
System in Mode 3 or 4 immediately
following the steam generator
replacement outage does not involve a
significant increase in either the
probability or the consequences of an
accident previously evaluated.

(2) The activity does not create the
possibility of a new or different type of
accident from any accident previously
evaluated.

As discussed above, no “accident
initiators” are affected by the proposed
activity. Operation of the VP System
proposed for Modes 3 and 4 will be the
same as that routinely carried in other
modes of operation. For these reasons,
the activity will not create the
possibility of a new or different type of
accident from any previously evaluated.

(3) The activity does not involve a
significant reduction in the margin of
safety.

Margin of safety is associated with
confidence in the ability of the fission
product barriers (the fuel and fuel
cladding, the Reactor Coolant System
pressure boundary, and the
containment) to limit the level of
radiation doses to the public. The
proposed operation of the VP System
will occur at the end of an extended
outage. The level of decay heat and
activity in the reactor is very low
compared to the level of decay heat and
activity associated with full power
operations. For this reason, the
likelihood of damage to the fuel
following a DBLOCA [design basis loss-
of-coolant analysis] occurring during the
proposed purging is reduced, as
determined above. Both offsite doses
and doses to the Control Room were
found to be small compared to the limits
of 10 CFR [Part] 100 and GDC [General
Design Criterion] 19. For these reasons,
the activity does not involve a
significant reduction in the margin of
safety.

The NRC staff has reviewed the
licensee’s analysis and, based on this
review, it appears that the three
standards of 10 CFR 50.92(c) are
satisfied. Therefore, the NRC staff
proposes to determine that the
amendment request involves no
significant hazards consideration.

Local Public Document Room
location: York County Library, 138 East
Black Street, Rock Hill, South Carolina
29730.

Attorney for licensee: Mr. Albert Carr,
Duke Power Company, 422 South
Church Street, Charlotte, North Carolina
28242.

NRC Project Director: Herbert N.
Berkow.
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Duke Power Company, Docket Nos. 50-
369 and 50-370, McGuire Nuclear
Station, Units 1 and 2, Mecklenburg
County, North Carolina

Date of amendment request:
December 12, 1995.

Description of amendment request:
The proposed amendments would
correct an error in the Axial Flux
Difference (AFD) Equations to more
accurately reflect the proper AFD limit
reduction, which is more conservative
than the literal interpretation of the
current Technical Specifications.

Basis for proposed no significant
hazards consideration determination:
As required by 10 CFR 50.91(a), the
licensee has provided its analysis of the
issue of no significant hazards
consideration, which is presented
below:

A. The change would not involve a
significant increase in the probability or
consequences of an accident previously
evaluated.

The monitoring of core power
distribution and peaking factors is to
ensure accident analysis assumptions
such as maximum local pin power at the
initiation of an accident are satisfied,
and are not involved in the initiation or
mitigation of any previously evaluated
accident.

The proposed change is actually more
conservative than the existing Technical
Specification currently being used at
McGuire.

B. The change will not create the
possibility of a new or different kind of
accident from any accident previously
evaluated.

No plant modifications (hardware or
control methods) are involved with this
proposed change. The change is simply
to correct an error in the Specification
introduced in Amendments 130 (Unit 1)
and 112 (Unit 2). The proposed change
is more restrictive than the current
specification. No changes are proposed
which could create any new accident
scenarios.

C. The proposed change will not
involve a significant reduction in any
margin of safety.

The proposed change ensures the
margin of safety is properly maintained
by properly reducing (instead of
increasing) the Positive AFD [Axial Flux
Difference] limit if a peaking factor
exceeds its surveillance limit. The
change is more conservative than the
existing Specification and will ensure
the margins of safety are properly
maintained.

The NRC staff has reviewed the
licensee’s analysis and, based on this
review, it appears that the three
standards of 10 CFR 50.92(c) are

satisfied. Therefore, the NRC staff
proposes to determine that the
amendment request involves no
significant hazards consideration.

Local Public Document Room
location: Atkins Library, University of
North Carolina, Charlotte (UNCC
Station), North Carolina 28223.

Attorney for licensee: Mr. Albert Carr,
Duke Power Company, 422 South
Church Street, Charlotte, North Carolina
28242.

NRC Project Director: Herbert N.
Berkow.

Duke Power Company, Docket Nos. 50—
369 and 50-370, McGuire Nuclear
Station, Units 1 and 2, Mecklenburg
County, North Carolina

Date of amendment request: March 4,
1996.

Description of amendment request:
The proposed amendments would
delete the Flow Monitoring System from
Technical Specification (TS) 3.4.6.1 and
associated surveillance requirements.
The TS requires that either the
Containment Floor and Equipment
Sump Level System or the Flow
Monitoring System be used to ensure
that Reactor Coolant leakage is
maintained within the specified limits.
Duke Power does not use the Flow
Monitoring System as a result of
documented instrumentation
inaccuracies due to the as-built piping
configuration. The existing piping
configuration does not ensure a water
solid line which is necessary for the
correct operation of any type of flow
instrumentation. Modification to add a
loop seal downstream of the flow
element would be necessary for
operability, which would create access
difficulties as well as increase the
potential for a radiological hazard in the
form of a CRUD trap.

Basis for proposed no significant
hazards consideration determination:
As required by 10 CFR 50.91(a), the
licensee has provided its analysis of the
issue of no significant hazards
consideration, which is presented
below:

1. This amendment will not
significantly increase the probability or
consequence of any accident previously
evaluated.

This change will not increase the
probability or consequences of an
accident since this Reactor Coolant
Leakage Detection instrumentation is
not an accident initiator or mitigator.

This proposed Technical
Specification change does not decrease
the number of methods for Reactor
Coolant leakage detection. This change
will ensure there are still three
distinctly separate methods of detecting

NC [reactor coolant] leakage within the
Containment Building. The first method
will be detecting liquid leakage inside
Containment via CFAE [Containment
Floor and Equipment] level monitoring.
The second method is detecting an
increase in Radiation levels inside
Containment and the third method is
detecting steam leakage inside
Containment. All three methods satisfy
the diversity requirements listed in
Regulatory Guide 1.45 for detecting a
Reactor Coolant leak inside
Containment.

The sensitivity requirement listed in
Regulatory Guide 1.45 is to detect a
Reactor Coolant leak of one (1) gpm in
one (1) hour. The first method meets
this by use of the Sump level
monitoring and rate of increase alarm
from this level monitoring device. There
are two sumps inside containment and
the levels for both sumps are combined
for detecting a one (1) gpm leak.
McGuire uses the Sump Level
monitoring to adequately address liquid
leakage detection inside Containment;
therefore, a flow monitoring system on
the Sump Discharge line is not
necessary and can be deleted.

The Radiation Monitors are also set
up to the required Regulatory Guide
1.45 sensitivity for detecting Reactor
Coolant leakage and are not designed for
SSE [safe-shutdown earthquake] events
per the McGuire FSAR [Final Safety
Analysis Report] (see McGuire’s Request
for Amendment: Reactor Coolant
Leakage Detection Systems, dated
March 4, 1996).

The third method for detecting
Reactor Coolant leakage is to monitor
Containment Ventilation Condensate
Drain Tank (VUCDT) flow, for which
McGuire is also using a level monitor.
As in the case of the CFAE Unit Sump
Level monitor, level monitoring for
leakage detection is more reliable than
flow monitoring.

2. This amendment will not create the
possibility of any new or different kind
of accident not previously evaluated.

The CFAE Flow Monitoring System
has no control function, ([i.e.,] it is only
a process monitor). Therefore, its
deletion cannot create the pos[s]ibility
of a new or different kind of accident.

3. This amendment will not involve a
significant reduction in a margin of
safety.

This proposed Tech Spec change does
not decrease the number of methods for
Reactor Coolant leakage detection. This
change will ensure there are still three
distinctly separate methods of detecting
Reactor Coolant leakage within the
Containment Building.

Tech Spec 3.4.6.1 specifies two
Radiation Monitors as two separate
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required methods for Reactor Coolant
Leakage Detection with the Containment
Ventilation condensate level monitoring
as a backup. The third method is the
Containment Sump level monitoring
with the flow monitoring as a backup.

The new standardized Tech Spec
3.4.15, lists method one as Containment
Sump (Level OR Discharge Flow)
Monitoring Device. McGuire proposes to
use a Sump Level monitoring device
only. The second method listed is one
Containment Radiation Monitor (either
the gaseous or particulate monitor).
McGuire will still have both available.
The third method listed is one
Containment air cooler condensate flow
rate monitor for which McGuire plans to
also use a level monitor. Liquid,
Radiation, and Steam monitoring will
still be accounted for in the Tech Spec,
with the additional requirement of
running a Reactor Coolant leak
calculation if any of the methods are
inoperable.

Since McGuire is retaining three
distinct methods of Reactor Coolant
leakage detection per current TS
[technical specification] requirements
(and in agreement with current ISTS
[improved standard technical
specification] requirements), the
proposed Technical Specification
amendment does not cause any
reduction in safety margin.

The NRC staff has reviewed the
licensee’s analysis and, based on this
review, it appears that the three
standards of 10 CFR 50.92(c) are
satisfied. Therefore, the NRC staff
proposes to determine that the
amendment request involves no
significant hazards consideration.

Local Public Document Room
location: Atkins Library, University of
North Carolina, Charlotte (UNCC
Station), North Carolina 28223.

Attorney for licensee: Mr. Albert Carr,
Duke Power Company, 422 South
Church Street, Charlotte, North Carolina
28242.

NRC Project Director: Herbert N.
Berkow.

Georgia Power Company, Oglethorpe
Power Corporation, Municipal Electric
Authority of Georgia, City of Dalton,
Georgia, Docket Nos. 50-321 and 50-
366, Edwin I. Hatch Nuclear Plant,
Units 1 and 2, Appling County, Georgia

Date of amendment request: February
21, 1996.

Description of amendment request:
The licensee proposes a change to the
Plant Hatch Unit 1 and Unit 2 Technical
Specifications. The proposed revision
would change the Drywell Air
Temperature Limiting Condition for
Operation (LCO) from less than or equal

to 135°F to less than or equal to 150°F.
The proposed change would provide a
margin for the primary containment
Drywell Air Temperature LCO when
prolonged summer and high river
temperatures are experienced. Also, a
correction to a Final Safety Analysis
Report (FSAR) reference would be
made. This typographical error is
strictly editorial.

Basis for proposed no significant
hazards consideration determination:
As required by 10 CFR 50.91(a), the
licensee has provided its analysis of the
issue of no significant hazards
consideration which is presented below:

1. The proposed change does not
involve a significant increase in the
probability or consequences of an
accident previously evaluated. The
probability (frequency of occurrence) of
previously evaluated accidents is not a
function of the ambient drywell air
temperature. Instrumentation setpoint
calculations were assessed, and the
increased ambient drywell air
temperature does not affect any
instrumentation setpoints or allowable
values.

The design basis accidents were
reevaluated utilizing the increased
drywell air temperature as an initial
assumption. The results indicated that
no regulatory limits or equipment
design requirements will be exceeded as
the result of the proposed change.
Therefore, the change in drywell air
temperature does not result in a
significant increase in the probability or
consequences of any previously
evaluated accidents.

2. The proposed change does not
create the possibility of a new or
different kind of accident from any
accident previously analyzed. Revising
the Drywell Air Temperature LCO does
not physically modify the plant nor
does it modify the operation of any
existing equipment.

3. The proposed change does not
involve a significant reduction in a
margin of safety. Design bases analyses
performed utilizing 150°F as the initial
drywell temperature demonstrate that
design and regulatory limits are not
exceeded. Equipment in the drywell
required to mitigate the effects of a DBA
[design basis accident] is qualified to
operate under environmental conditions
expected for an accident. Analysis
results do not affect instrumentation
setpoints or calibration, or accident
equipment qualification.

Equipment qualified life is evaluated
by an existing program which uses
elevation-dependent drywell
temperature rather than bulk average
temperature. Therefore, the margin of
safety associated with safety and other

limits identified in the Technical
Specifications are not significantly
reduced.

The correction to an FSAR reference
is strictly editorial. Therefore, it meets
the three criteria stated above.

The NRC staff has reviewed the
licensee’s analysis and, based on this
review, it appears that the three
standards of 10 CFR 50.92(c) are
satisfied. Therefore, the NRC staff
proposes to determine that the
amendment request involves no
significant hazards consideration.

Local Public Document Room
location: Appling County Public
Library, 301 City Hall Drive, Baxley,
Georgia 31513.

Attorney for licensee: Ernest L. Blake,
Jr., Esquire, Shaw, Pittman, Potts and
Trowbridge, 2300 N Street NW.,
Washington, DC 20037.

NRC Project Director: Herbert N.
Berkow.

GPU Nuclear Corporation, et al., Docket
No. 50-219, Oyster Creek Nuclear
Generating Station, Ocean County, New
Jersey

Date of amendment request: March
28, 1996 (TSCR 234).

Description of amendment request:
The proposed amendment modifies
statements in the Technical
Specifications and bases to correctly
reflect the reference parameter for
anticipatory scram signal bypass.

Basis for proposed no significant
hazards consideration determination:
As required by 10 CFR 50.91(a), the
licensee has provided its analysis of the
issue of no significant hazards
consideration, which is presented
below:

1. State the basis for the
determination that the proposed activity
will or will not increase the probability
of occurrence or consequences of an
accident.

This change modifies the terminology
in a footnote to a Technical
Specification Table and the bases. The
change properly aligns the footnote and
the bases with the FSAR [final safety
analysis report] and the newly revised
conservative setpoint which now
correctly correlates the high pressure
turbine third stage extraction steam line
pressure to rated reactor thermal power.
The change does not modify the
function or operation of the bypass
logic. Therefore, the proposed change
will not increase the probability of
occurrence or consequences of an
accident.

2. State the basis for the
determination that the activity does or
does not create the possibility of an
accident or malfunction of equipment of
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a different type than any previously
identified in the SAR.

The change does not involve any
hardware and does not alter the
functional intent of the pressure
switches. The change of the footnote
wording and the bases are primarily
administrative and the existing
Technical Specification Limiting
Condition for Operation are preserved.
Thus the proposed activity does not
create the possibility of an accident or
malfunction of a different type than any
previously identified in the SAR.

3. State the basis for the
determination that the margin of safety
as defined in the bases of any Technical
Specification is not reduced.

The revised setpoint assures that the
anticipatory scram signal bypass is
removed before reaching the Technical
Specification limit of 40 percent rated
reactor thermal power (during power
ascension). Thus, the margin of safety as
stated in the bases of Technical
Specification 3.1 is preserved.

The NRC staff has reviewed the
licensee’s analysis and, based on this
review, it appears that the three
standards of 10 CFR 50.92(c) are
satisfied. Therefore, the NRC staff
proposes to determine that the
amendment request involves no
significant hazards consideration.

Local Public Document Room
location: Ocean County Library,
Reference Department, 101 Washington
Street, Toms River, NJ 08753.

Attorney for licensee: Ernest L. Blake,
Jr., Esquire. Shaw, Pittman, Potts &
Trowbridge, 2300 N Street NW.,
Washington, DC 20037.

NRC Project Director: John F. Stolz.

Illinois Power Company and Soyland
Power Cooperative, Inc., Docket No. 50-
461, Clinton Power Station, Unit No. 1,
DeWitt County, lllinois

Date of amendment request: February
22,1996 (U-602554)

Description of amendment request:
The proposed amendment would
modify Technical Specifications 3.3.8.1,
*““Loss of Power Instrumentation,” and
3.8.1, ““AC Sources-Operating.” The
proposed changes would delete the
Surveillance Requirement (SR) 3.3.8.1.1
which requires a channel check for Loss
of Power instrumentation and change
Technical Specification Table 3.3.8.1-1
to change the allowable value for the
Degraded Voltage Function (items 1.c
and 2.c) from *‘[greater than or equal to]
3762V and [less than or equal to]
3832V to “‘[greater than or equal to]
3876V.” The amendment would also
change Technical Specification Table
3.3.8-1 to modify the Division 3
degraded voltage logic to be the same as

Divisions 1 and 2 (i.e., two-out-of-two
rather than three-out-of-three), and
increase the steady state voltage from
[greater than or equal to] 3740V to
[greater than or equal to] 3870V for SRs
3.8.1.2,3.8.1.7,3.8.1.11, 3.8.1.12,
3.8.1.15, 3.8.1.19 and 3.8.1.20.

Basis for proposed no significant
hazards consideration determination:
As required by 10 CFR 50.91(a), the
licensee has provided its analysis of the
issue of no significant hazards
consideration which is presented below:

(1) None of the proposed changes
involve a significant increase in the
probability or consequences of any
accident previously evaluated. Each of
the proposed changes is evaluated
against this criteria as discussed below.

The deletion of the channel check
surveillance will result in discontinuing
the recording of information that is not
effective in assessing the capability of
the degraded voltage relays to perform
their intended function. Deletion of the
channel check does not change the
design or the expected performance of
the Loss of Power (LOP) degraded
voltage instrumentation, and therefore,
the proposed change does not impact
the intended function of this
instrumentation to ensure adequate
voltage for the ECCS equipment during
DBA and other non-accident scenarios.
This surveillance provides little added
assurance of relay operability since the
relay is normally in a ““‘non-tripped”
state.

The revision of the Allowable Values
for the LOP degraded voltage and
increase in the minimum required
voltage for testing diesel generators will
not result in any increase in the
probability or consequences of any
accident. The revised Allowable Values
will continue to provide assurance that
adequate voltage is available to run
ECCS equipment during DBAs or any
other non accident scenarios. With the
emergency bus(es) voltage at or greater
than the revised Allowable Values, the
operability of required ECCS equipment
is assured. The revised setpoints for the
degraded voltage instrumentation, as
controlled under 10CFR50.59 in the
Clinton Power Station Operational
Requirements Manual (ORM), are
sufficiently low to assure that the
possibility of spurious trips is
minimized.

The planned modification for
Division 3 LOP degraded voltage sensor/
relay logic will make Division 3 logic
identical to the present designs for
Division 1 and 2. The proposed design
for Division 3 will not result in an
increase in the probability of any
accident because the proposed LOP
Degraded Voltage logic for Division 3

will be identical to the proven design of
Division 1 and 2. There will not be an
increase in the consequences of an
accident because the design of the LOP
Degraded Voltage instrumentation will
continue to ensure adequate voltage for
ECCS equipment during any DBA and
during non-accident scenarios.

The proposed footnotes merely assure
that the proposed changes become
effective upon installation of the
corresponding plant modifications.
Thus, these changes are purely
administrative.

Chapter 15 of the Clinton Updated
Safety Analysis Report (USAR)
discusses the effects of anticipated
process disturbances to determine their
consequences and the capability of the
plant to control or accommodate such
events. Subsection 15.2.6 discusses loss
of AC power, including loss of grid
voltage. This discussion demonstrates
that fuel design limits and reactor
coolant pressure boundary design
conditions are not exceeded. The
proposed changes do not affect the
discussion nor the conclusion of this
evaluation.

(2) None of the proposed changes
create the possibility of a new or
different kind of accident from any
accident previously evaluated. Each of
the proposed changes is evaluated
against this criterion as discussed
below.

The proposed changes (deletion of the
channel check, the revised Allowable
Value for the LOP degraded voltage
instrumentation, revision of the
minimum required voltage for the diesel
generator (DG) surveillance, and change
of the number of required channels for
Division 3) do not alter the intent or
purpose of the degraded voltage
instrumentation. The instrumentation
will continue to function to protect the
loads on the emergency bus by
switching automatically to the on site
power source when the voltage has been
at a degraded condition for greater than
the Allowable Value of the time delay.
The LOP instrumentation provides a
responsive actuation (trip) to an
accident or scenario where the
protection provided by this function
prevents damage to ECCS equipment
during undervoltage (degraded voltage)
conditions on the emergency bus(es).
Because the instrumentation will
continue to function to ensure that the
emergency bus voltage for all three
divisions is sufficient for the proper
operation of all class 1E equipment
down to the 120 volt level, the proposed
change does not create the possibility of
a new or different kind of accident from
any accident previously evaluated. The
change in the lower voltage for the DG
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surveillances will not impact the way
the surveillances are conducted because
the DGs are run as close to the nominal
voltage as possible. The lower voltage is
a criterion for evaluating the
surveillance and the revised lower
voltage is adequate for its intended
purpose.

(3) None of the proposed changes
involve a significant reduction in a
margin of safety. Each of the proposed
changes is evaluated against this
criterion as discussed below.

The proposed deletion of the channel
check SR 3.3.8.1.1 will not result in any
reduction of the margin of safety
because the channel check is ineffective
and the status of the channel will
continue to be apparent to plant
personnel because of information
provided by other TS required
surveillances. The margin of safety is
provided by LOP instrumentation
ensuring the emergency bus(es) have
adequate voltage to support ECCS
operability. The proposed revision of
the Allowable Value for the LOP
degraded voltage will provide assurance
that emergency bus(es) voltage will be
adequate for ECCS loads during DBA
and other non-accident scenarios. These
setpoints were determined based on
revised voltage calculations and using
an NRC-approved setpoint
methodology. Thus, these changes will
not involve any reduction of the margin
of safety. The proposed revision of the
number of required channels for
Division 3 will not result in a reduction
in a margin of safety because the
proposed Division 3 LOP Degraded
Voltage instrumentation logic will be
the same as the proven design of
Division 1 and 2. This modification will
improve plant maintenance and training
by making Divisions 1, 2 and 3 similar
thereby enhancing plant performance
and safety.

Similarly, the proposed revision of
the lower voltage limit for voltage for
the DG surveillances (SR 3.8.1.2, SR
3.8.1.7,SR 3.8.1.11, SR 3.8.1.12, SR
3.8.1.15, SR 3.8.1.19, and SR 3.8.1.20)
will assure that the DGs will be capable
of controlling voltage to a range that will
be adequate for the loads on the bus.
This value was determined using
revised voltage calculations and is
consistent with the proposed degraded
voltage setpoints. None of the proposed
changes will involve a significant
reduction in a margin of safety.

The NRC staff has reviewed the
licensee’s analysis and, based on this
review, it appears that the three
standards of 10 CFR 50.92(c) are
satisfied. Therefore, the NRC staff
proposes to determine that the

amendment request involves no
significant hazards consideration.

Local Public Document Room
location: Vespasian Warner Public
Library, 120 West Johnson Street,
Clinton, Illinois 61727.

Attorney for licensee: Leah Manning
Stetener, Vice President, General
Counsel, and Corporate Secretary, 500
South 27th Street, Decatur, lllinois
62525.

NRC Project Director: Gail H. Marcus.

Illinois Power Company and Soyland
Power Cooperative, Inc., Docket No. 50—
461, Clinton Power Station, Unit No. 1,
DeWitt County, Illinois

Date of amendment request: February
22,1996 (U-602551).

Description of amendment request:
The proposed amendment would
change Technical Specification 3.4.11,
“Reactor Coolant System (RCS) Pressure
and Temperature (P/T) Limits,” to
incorporate specific P/T limits for the
bottom head region of the reactor vessel,
separate and apart from the core beltline
region of the reactor vessel.

Basis for proposed no significant
hazards consideration determination:
As required by 10 CFR 50.91(a), the
licensee has provided its analysis of the
issue of no significant hazards
consideration which is presented below:

(1) The proposed change results in a
specific pressure and temperature (P/T)
limit curve for the bottom head during
vessel pressure testing evolutions, while
the P/T limits for the remaining balance
of reactor pressure vessel regions are
unchanged. The limits for the bottom
head region, which are only applicable
during vessel system pressure or leak
testing, were developed consistent with
Regulatory Guide 1.99, Revision 2;
10CFR50, Appendix G; ASME Section
111, Appendix G; and Welding Research
Council (WRC) Bulletin 175.
Additionally, the proposed change does
not result in a change to the way in
which the hydrostatic pressure tests are
performed. That is, conformance to the
P/T limits specified in Technical
Specification Figure 3.4.11-1 with the
proposed bottom head P/T limits
incorporated, will continue to provide
protection against brittle fracture of the
vessel system during required testing so
that vessel integrity is maintained.
Therefore, this proposed change does
not result in an increase in the
probability or consequences of any
accident previously evaluated.

(2) The proposed change does not
result in any change to the plant or the
way in which the hydrostatic pressure
tests are performed. As a result, no new
failure modes are introduced. Therefore,
the proposed change cannot create the

possibility of a new or different kind of
accident from any accident previously
evaluated.

(3) The new P/T limit curve for the
bottom head has been developed
consistent with Regulatory Guide 1.99,
Revision 2; 10CFR50, Appendix G;
ASME Section Ill, Appendix G; and
Welding Research Council (WRC)
Bulletin 175. All other regions of the
reactor pressure vessel retain their
applicability to appropriate and
previously approved P/T limit curves
which are based on the same
methodology. Conformance to the P/T
limit curves, with the proposed changes
incorporated, will continue to provide
adequate margins of safety against
brittle fracture of the reactor vessel.
Therefore, this proposed change does
not result in a significant reduction in
the margin of safety.

The NRC staff has reviewed the
licensee’s analysis and, based on this
review, it appears that the three
standards of 10 CFR 50.92(c) are
satisfied. Therefore, the NRC staff
proposes to determine that the
amendment request involves no
significant hazards consideration.

Local Public Document Room
location: Vespasian Warner Public
Library, 120 West Johnson Street,
Clinton, Illinois 61727.

Attorney for licensee: Leah Manning
Stetener, Vice President, General
Counsel, and Corporate Secretary, 500
South 27th Street, Decatur, Illinois
62525.

NRC Project Director: Gail H. Marcus.

Illinois Power Company and Soyland
Power Cooperative, Inc., Docket No. 50-
461, Clinton Power Station, Unit No. 1,
DeWitt County, lllinois

Date of amendment request: February
22, 1996 (U-602522)

Description of amendment request:
The proposed amendment would
change Technical Specification 3.3.4.1,
“End of Cycle Recirculation Pump Trip
(EOC—RPT) Instrumentation,” by
deleting Surveillance Requirement (SR)
3.3.4.1.6. The SR requires the reactor
recirculation pump trip breaker
interruption time to be determined at
least once per 60 months.

Basis for proposed no significant
hazards consideration determination:
As required by 10 CFR 50.91(a), the
licensee has provided its analysis of the
issue of no significant hazards
consideration which is presented below:

(1) End of cycle recirculation pump
trip (EOC—RPT) actuation in response to
main generator load rejection and main
turbine trip events has previously been
evaluated in Chapter 15 of Clinton
Power Station (CPS) Updated Final
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Safety Analysis. The proposed change
does not affect the initiators of any of
these events. In addition, the possibility
of failure of the EOC-RPT breaker to
mitigate these events has not been
increased because there has been no
change in design and no change to the
plant. Deleting the requirement to
periodically measure the breaker arc
suppression time will not impact the
EOC-RPT breakers’ capability of
performing their intended function
because CPS will continue to perform
inspections, testing and maintenance
that supports breaker operation as
intended and provides assurance that
breaker interruption time will be within
limits. Thus, the EOC-RPT breaker trip
may be expected to operate as before to
mitigate pressurization transient effects.

The EOC-RPT breaker trip is also
assumed to occur in the analyses for the
loss of feedwater heating, feedwater
controller failure, pressure regulator
failure, recirculation flow control
failure, and recirculation pump seizure
events. However, the EOC-RPT breaker
trip is not an initiator or mitigating
feature for these events. The proposed
change cannot therefore impact the
probability or consequences for these
events. Nonetheless, the EOC-RPT
breaker trip may be assumed to function
as before for these scenarios.

For scenarios where the EOC-RPT
breaker trip could initiate an event (i.e.,
inadvertent recirculation pump trip
events), the probability of occurrence is
not increased. The design and operation
of the EOC-RPT system has not been
changed, and therefore, the
consequences resulting from the EOC—
RPT breaker trip are unchanged.

Based on the above, neither the
probability nor the consequences of any
accident previously evaluated have been
increased.

(2) As noted above, the EOC-RPT
breakers will continue to function as
before. The proposed change involves
no design change or physical change in
the plant. Therefore, previous accident
analyses are unchanged. Further, no
new operations or testing is involved.
On this basis, no new failure modes are
introduced. Therefore, this proposed
change does not create the possibility of
a new or different kind of accident from
any accident previously evaluated.

(3) This proposed change does not
involve a significant reduction in a
margin of safety. The capability of the
EOC-RPT breaker trip to provide
additional insertion of negative
reactivity for mitigating design-basis
events remains unchanged. That is, the
EOC-RPT will continue to be capable of
reducing the peak reactor pressure and
power resulting from turbine trip or

generator load rejection transients, thus
providing additional margin to core
thermal MCPR Safety Limits.

The margin of safety is assured by the
EOC-RPT breaker trip occurring within
established limits such that the overall
system performs its intended safety
function within the time analyzed for
the system safety response. No system
time limit change is proposed. The
robust design of the breakers, combined
with continued performance of vendor-
recommended testing and maintenance
that ensures proper mechanical and
electrical performance of the breakers,
will continue to provide assurance that
breaker interruption time is within the
acceptable limit. Therefore, there is no
significant reduction in the margin of
safety.

The NRC staff has reviewed the
licensee’s analysis and, based on this
review, it appears that the three
standards of 10 CFR 50.92(c) are
satisfied. Therefore, the NRC staff
proposes to determine that the
amendment request involves no
significant hazards consideration.

Local Public Document Room
location: Vespasian Warner Public
Library, 120 West Johnson Street,
Clinton, Illinois 61727.

Attorney for licensee: Leah Manning
Stetener, Vice President, General
Counsel, and Corporate Secretary, 500
South 27th Street, Decatur, Illinois
62525.

NRC Project Director: Gail H. Marcus.

Illinois Power Company and Soyland
Power Cooperative, Inc., Docket No. 50—
461, Clinton Power Station, Unit No. 1,
DeWitt County, Illinois

Date of amendment request: February
22,1996 (U-602549).

Description of amendment request:
The proposed amendment would revise
Technical Specification (TS) 3.6.5.1,
“Drywell,” to allow drywell bypass
leakage tests to be performed at intervals
of up to ten years based, in part, on the
demonstrated performance of the
drywell barrier with respect to leak
tightness. The proposed amendment
would also revise TS 3.6.5.2, “Drywell
Air Lock,” to extend the testing
intervals for the surveillances on
drywell air lock overall leakage and
interlock operability, relocate the
specific leakage limits on the air lock
barrel and door seals to the TS Bases,
relocate the requirement to pressurize
the drywell air lock to 19.7 psid prior
to performance of the overall drywell air
lock leakage test to the TS Bases, and
other administrative changes.

Basis for proposed no significant
hazards consideration determination:
As required by 10 CFR 50.91(a), the

licensee has provided its analysis of the
issue of no significant hazards
consideration which is presented below:

(1) The proposed changes do not
involve a change to the plant design or
operation. As a result, the proposed
changes do not affect any of the
parameters or conditions that contribute
to initiation of any accidents previously
evaluated. Therefore, the proposed
changes cannot increase the probability
of any accidents previously evaluated.

The proposed changes do potentially
affect the leaktight integrity of the
drywell, a structure used to mitigate the
consequences of a loss of coolant
accident (LOCA). The function of the
drywell is to force the steam released
from a LOCA through the suppression
pool, limiting the amount of steam
released to the primary containment
atmosphere. This serves to limit the
containment pressurization due to the
LOCA. The leakage of the drywell is
limited to ensure that the primary
containment does not exceed its design
limits of 185°F and 15 psig. Because the
proposed change to replace the current
18-month frequency for performing
drywell bypass leakage tests (DBLRTS)
with a performance-based frequency
does not alter the plant design, the
proposed change does not directly result
in an increase in the drywell leakage.
However, decreasing the test frequency
can increase the probability that a large
increase in drywell bypass leakage
could go undetected for an extended
period of time. This potential has been
evaluated, and lllinois Power has
determined that the proposed change to
the DBLRT frequency will not result in
the potential for undetected, large
increases in leakage, as further
discussed below.

There are several potential drywell
bypass leakage paths. These include
potential cracks in drywell concrete
structure, the drywell vacuum breakers,
and various penetrations through the
drywell structure. Based on the results
of the structural integrity test conducted
at the design pressure of 30 psig as part
of the preoperational test program,
additional cracking of the drywell is not
expected during the remaining life of
the plant. Ventilation and piping
penetrations (including the drywell
vacuum breaker penetrations) are
designed to ASME Code Class 2 and
Seismic Category 1 requirements. These
penetrations are typically designed with
two isolation valves in series with one
valve in the drywell and another either
outside primary containment or in the
wetwell. Technical Specification (TS)